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orally or in writing of the substance
of the above-referenced conversation
of November 22, 1963? If so, please
indicate when and in what form this
information was provided, and which
CIA official provided it.

'In a memorandum dated . 1978, the

CIA responded:

The available evidence thus supports the
- conclusion that the Warren Commission was never
given the informationné¥ the opportunity by
A which it could evaluate Luisa Calderon's signi-
ficance to the events surrounding. President Kennedy's
assassination. Had the Commission been expedi-
tiously provided'this evidence of her intelligence
background, association with Silvia Duran, and
her commentary following the assassination, it
may well have given more serious investigative
consideration to her poténtial knowledge of Oswald

and the Cuban governments possible involvement in
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a consplracy to assassinate President Kennedy;

Two difficult issues remain which are raesed
by the Committee's finding. First, why dldn t
the Agency provide the Calderon conversatlon to the
Warren CommlsSLOn, secondly, why dldn 't the Agency
’reveal to the Warren Commission its full knowledge
of Calderon's intelligence background, her possible
knowledge of Oswald and her possible connectlon_to}
the CIA or some other American 1ntelllgence apparatus;

The first question can be explalned in benlgn

terms. It is reasonably possible that by[sheer-

oversight the conversation was filed awayfand_not-;
recovered or recollected until after the Warren

Commission had completed its investigationhand" |

published its report. (See above CIA explanation)bﬁ*

As for the Agency's withholding”of;informetionb[g?

‘concerning Calderon's 1ntelllgence background,
record reflects that the Comm1551on was merely
informed that Calderon may have been a member;of»
the DGI. (CIA Doc. 5/5/64 [y :jMemorandumfv
The memoranda which provided more extensxve_examlna

tion of her intelligence background WeranOt made




*7f;ava11able for the Comm1531on s rev1ew.

) ijelleved Calderon to be a CIA operatlve'

'ftfthat thlS 1nformat10n was notlprov1ded the Warren

~~;;ﬁwould have been serlous.; It would have demonstrated

=s;QCuban Intelllgence Serv1ce

'ﬂffposs1ble 1nvolvement 1n a consplracy t assa531nate

Slgnlflcantly'
*Tfthe May 8 memorandum wrltten by Joseph Langosch

-followxng hlS debrleflng of AMMUG—l 1ndlcated that

1fﬂAMMUG-l and a second Cuban Intelllgence'offlcer

: »""-_-:FOIA 687~ ~295, attach 5/ 5/8/64 311—. is poss:l.ble 8

'iiCOmmlSSlOn elther because there was no bas1s 1n
H‘;fact for the allegatlon or because the allegatlon
':'was of substantlve concern to the Agency.~ If the 3

allegatlon were true, the consequences for the CIA 1

that a CIa operatlve, well placed 1n the Cuban Embassy,?{

ﬂ,may have possessed 1nformatlon prlor to the assa551na-

;.tlon regardlng Oswald and/or hlS relatlonshlp to the'

anthhat':erv1ces

'ware51dent Kennedy. :

;Regardlng Calderon sr90551ble assoclatlon

:fiw1th the CIA, Agency flles rev1ewed reveal no j

'?fosten51b1e connectlon between.Calderon nd the CIA
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_u_Howevef, there are 1ndlcatlons that such contact ;;e.
‘anetween Calderon and the Agency was contemplatedbf.”

" .A September 1, 1963 CIA dlspatch from the Chlef

"of the Spec1a1 Affalrs Staff to the CIA's Chlef
 of Statlon in Mexico Clty states in part-

'“~l....Lulsa Calderon has a s1ster re51d1ng

in Reynosa, Texas, married to an American
3 0f Mexican descent. - If (CIA asset) can "
further identify the sister, our domestic.
... exploitation section might be in a posi-
-+ . tion to follow up on this lead...Please
.- levy the requirement on (CIA asset) at

. the next opportunity. (CIA Doc. HMMW-

1935, 9/1/63) S W

. An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief
:,qf Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's
Weetern Hemisphere Division records that: -

‘Wilfredo of the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,
reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister
- residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go
up to the border to visit her sister soon--
.. or her mother may make the trip--details
.~ not clear- (CIA Doc. HMMA 21849, July 31,
- 1965) -

_x.erAt'thefvery ieaSt,‘the abOVe dispatches
Aevidenced an interest im the activities of Calderon

'and’fe her family. Whether this interest took

the form of a clandestlne-agent relatlonshlp is

nqt“revealed by Calderon's 201 file.
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" The Commlttee has querled Dav1d Ronls, the
author of the above c1ted dlspatch requestlng

-i that Calderon 5'51ster be contacted by the CIA's
“domestlc exploltatlon section.” '(HSCA Class. |
Staff Interv1ew of. Dav1d Ronls, 8/31/78) Ronis

- was a member of the CIA's Spe01al Affalrs Staff
- at the tlme he wrote the dlspatch ‘He worked -

pr1nc1pally at CIA headquarters and was respon51hle
for recrultment and handllng of agents for collectlon
of 1ntelllgenoe data. Mr._Ronls, when 1nterv1ewed
by this Committee, stated that part of his responsi—
bility was to scour the Western Hemisphere division
for operational leads related to the work of the
Special Affairs staff. Ronis recailed that he
normally would send requests to CIA field stations
for information or leads on various persons. Often
he would recelve no response to these requests,
which normally indicated that no follow—up had
either been_attempted or successfuily'conducted.
It was Ronis' recollection that the above—cited
domestic exploitation section was a task force
within the Special Affairs Staff. He also stated

that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division .
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‘mighf haﬁé'beeh'requesﬁéd to ldcafe;Lpisa Céldefon's 
. sistéi.: R§his told the Committeéjthéfihé had né
reqoilection of recruiting aﬁf perééh associated
, withlthe Cﬁban Iﬁﬁelligence Service,,‘ﬂe did recall
| thatﬁhe'had.recruited-ﬁomen tovpérfqr@_taské for
the Agency;_ However, he did not iecail»evér recfuiting
-any employees of the Cuban Embassy/ConSulatevin' !‘
Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis staﬁedithat he héd
.'no recollection that Luisa Caideron Qas.associated
with the CIA. (Ibid.)

v Various present and former CIA reéreseﬁtatives
were queried whether Luisa Calderén héd ever.been
associated with-the CIA. The uniform answer was
that no one recalled suéh an assodiation. (Cites:
Exec. Sess. Test. of Richard Helms, 8/9/78, p. 136;
HSCA Class. bepo. of Raymond Rocéa, 7/11/78, p. 148;
HSCA Stafvanterview'ofljoéeph Langoséﬁp 8/21/78;
Piccolo, Interview of ___5 | b_ i

Thus, the Agencf's fiié on<Calder§n and the
testimony of former CIA employees hé§e-revealed no
connection between Calderon and the CIA. Yet, as

indicated earlier, this file is‘incomplete:the




R

- 7] -

most glaring omission being the absence) from

o : . Calderon's ‘
“her 201 filejof 4 = cryptic remarks

following the assassination of President Kenned&.

——

AMMUG-1

This Committee's investigation of Luisa

Calderon has revealed that a defector from the Cuban .tg'_;_

Intelligence Services.provided.the CIA &ithxsiéei;
ficant ihformation about LeelHarvey‘Oswalg‘s ebntacts'
with the DGI in Mexico City. This defector'wae_
assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-1 hereinafter).* .

CIA files reveal that A-1 defected from the

DGI on April 21, 1964 in

When he defected, A-~-1 possessed a number of DGI

documents which were sﬂbsequentiy turned over to

the CIA. (CIA Doc. IN 68894, 4/24/64)

Following his defectlon, a CIA offlcer, Joseph H,

Langosch, went to to meet A—l, debrlef hlm,

and arrange for A—l s travel into the Unlted States, ST

(Ibid.) On May'l, 1964 22 reels of Langosch s

*It is now known that A-1 did provide significant
leads to the CIA regarding Luisa Calderon. It is
further apparent that little of this information e -
was made available by the CIA to the Warren Commission. .-
Therefore, the possibility exists that A-1 had Co
provided other information to the CIA ~= -
relevant to the Warren Commission's work whlch
was not properly reported to the Comm1551on, :
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debriefing of Arl were forwarded to the Chlef of C el

Station in | | | l (CIA Doc. Dlspatch

7763, 5/1/64) Effectlve on May l,}A—l was under
contract with the CIA for operatlonal purposes.:_f7f
(CIA Doc. Contract Approv1ng Offlcer Memo, 6/6/64)

By June 23, 1964 Langosch was conv1nced that Arl

would be of great value to the Agency.; He stated'd??95f<3

‘There is nO-questlon in my mind that
AMMUG-1 is a bona fide defector or
‘that he has furnished us with accurate

- and valuable information concerning

© Cuban intelligence operations, staffers,
and agents. (CIA Doc. Langosch Memo to
Director of Security, 6/23/64)

- As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of

1963 until his defectlon was assigned to the DGI's

Illegal Sectlon_B {CIA Doc. IN 68894 4/24/64)

which was responsible for training agents for
assignment in-Latin'Americaf_ His épeCificﬂresponsiéi'
blllty pertalned to handling of agent operatlons S

in El Salvador“ (CIA Doc. Personal Record Questlon—

naire 6/4/64 CIA Doc. In 68894 4/24/64)

A-l 1dent1f1ed for the CIA the Cuban Intelll—'
gence offlcers a351gned to Mex1co City. -Langosch
descrlbed Arl's knowledge of DGI operatlons 1n>~

Mex1co as follows-
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In Mexico City, he knows who the
intelligence people are. One is the
Cuban Consul Alfredo Mirabal. He is
called the Chief of the Centre. That.

is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he

was until the 16th of April at which
time a replacement was sent to Mexico

to take over. This fellow's name is
Manuel Vega. The source says that

the Commercial attache whose name is
Ricardo Tapia or Concepcion (he is

not sure which is an intelligence
officer) and another one is Rogelio.

( T might say that some of these names
are familiar to me.) (Langosch debriefing
of A-1, 4/30/64, p. 5 of reel 4, 4/23/64)

Thus, A-1 was able to provide the CIA soon
after his defection with accurate information
regarding DGI operations and DGI employees in
Mexico City.
| The Committee has reviewed the CIA's files
concerning A-1l. This examination was undertaken
to determine: 1) whether A-1 had provided any
valuable investigative leads to the CIA pertainiqg‘
to the assassination 6£.President Kennedy; and 2)
whéther, if such leads were provided, these leads

and/or other significant information were made

available to the Warren Commission.



The Committee's initial review of the
materials provided by the CIA to £he Warren
Commission did not disclose the existence of the
AMMUG files. However, the Committee aid during
the course of its review examine a file containing
material passed to the Rockefeller Commission. That
file made reference to A-1l. . Included in this
file was a memorandum of May 5, 1964 written by '
Joseph Langosch which concerned information A-1
provided about the Oswald case. (CIA Doc. FOIA 68-290
Langosch Memorandum, 5/5/64) Also contained within
this file were the A-1 debriefing memorando. of
May 7, and May 8, 1964 previously cited with regard
to Luisa Calderon. (CIA Doc. FOIA #687-295, attach's
3 and 5) Following review of the memoranda, the
Committee requested access to all CIA files
concerningmgeferring to A-1.

From review of these materials the Committéé
has determined that the Warren Commission did learn
during mid-May 1964 that Lee Harvey Oswald probably

had come in contact with DGI officers in Mexico City.
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Prior to learning of Oswald's probable contact

with DGI officers, James Angleton, Chief of the

CIA's Counter Intelligence Staff'passed_an internal

memorandum to Raymond Rocca, also of the Counter-
intelligence Staff, which stated that he had been
informed by the DDP, Richard Helms, that J. Lee
Rankin had contacted John McCone to request .that

the Director consent to an interview before the

Warren Commission on May 14, 1964, (J. Edgar

Hoover also appeared before the Commission on

that date prior to McCone's appearance. Warren
) . Vo}\.‘!’.

Commission Report,*PRi7-128){CIA Doc. FOIA 689-298,

Memorandum of James Angleton, 5/12/64) Angleton

also wrote:

I discussed with Mr. Helms the nature of
the recent information which you are
processing which originated with the
sensitive Western Hemisphere source. I
informed him that in your view this would
raise a number of new factors with the
Commission, that it should not go to the
Commission prior to the Director's appear-
ance unless we have first had some pre-
liminary reaction or made sure that the
Director is fully aware of the implica-
tions since it could well serve as the
basis for detailed questioning. The DDP
stated that he would review this care-
fully amd made (sic) a decision as to

the question of timing. (Ibid.)
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Undoubtedly the White House source referred

to in Angleton's memowas A-1l. This conclusion is

based in part upon the date of this memo which
was quite close in time to A-1's defection. 1In
addition, Rocca's staff prepared prior

to DCI McCone's appearance before the Warren
a“Brief ' X
Commission -for Presentation to the Warren Commission

‘outlining various positions adopted by the CIA vis a

vis its investigative efforts and assistance to the
Commission. (CIA Doc. FOIA 695-302-A, 5/14/64)
At Tab E of this brief it states:

Within the past week, significant infor-
mation has been developed by the CIA re-
garding the relationship with Oswald of
certain Cuban intelligence personnel in
Mexico City and the reaction in Havana
within the Cuban Intelligence Service

to the news of the assassination of
President Kennedy. The Commission Staff
is in the course of being briefed on the:
Cuban asspect. (Ibid., Tab E)

 On May 15, 1964, the day of McCone's interview,
the Warren Commission received its first formal
communication regarding A-1l. (CIA Doc FOIA 697-294,
% | 5/15/64) However, the Agéncy did not at that time
identify A-1 by his real name or cryptonym nor did

the Agency indicate that the source of this information



was a defector then residing under secure conditions

in the Washington, D.C. afea; (Ibid.) The May 15

communication did state that the Agency had

established contact "with a well-placed invidivual
who has been in close and prolonged contact with
ranking officers of the Cuban Direccion General de
Intelligencia." (Ibid.)

Attached to the May 15 communication was a
copy of Langosch's above referenced memorandum of
May 5, 1964 regarding knowledge of Oswald's pro-
bable contact with the DGI in Me#ico ity. The

attachment made no reference to the source's status

as a defector from the DGI. (Ibid., attachment)

As set forth in the section of this report
concerning Luisa Calderon, on June 18, 1964, Howard
Willens of the Warren Commission reviewed Langosch's
May 5 memo and the guestions upon which the informa-
tion set forth in the Wemo was elicited. Neithef the
guestions nor the memo shown to Willens made
reference to the source's status as a defector col-
laborating with the CIA. (CIA Doc FOIA 739-319,

6/19/ 64).
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Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda,_
the Commlttee has determined that 51gn1f1cant .
information regardlng Luisa Calderon spec1f1cally

of Nov. details of her S , :
her conversatlon and(§;5001at10n w1th Cuban Intelllgence

were withheld from the Warren: Comm1551on. Th1S REE

£

lnformatlon asdescrlbedabove, was derlved frmm*
However,

debrleflngs of'A—l. from the Commlttee s rev1ew

of the A-1 flle prov1ded by the CIA, the Commlttee-f

has not found any credlble ev1dence 1ndlcat1ng that |

other 1nformatlon provided by a-1 to the CIA was

relevant to the work of the Warren Comm1531on. However;}

in its review the Commlttee has determlned that a g@a e

as S
spec1flc_document"referenced in the A—l flle ';is .

not present in that file.

The missing itemis of considerable concern to "
the Commlttee._f It 1s a debrleflng report of A—l‘j‘a
entitled "The Oswald Case. (CIA Doc Dlspatch UFGW-
5035, 3/23/65) On March 23, 1965, a CIA dlspatch
records the transmlttal of the report, along w1th
eleven other A-l debrleflng reports. (Ibld ) Next to;
the llstlng of the "Oswald Case" debrleflng report
is the handwrltten notatlon "SI. A CIA employeetw

: who has worked exten51vely w1th the Agency flles




system told a Committee Staff memebr that this

notation was the symbol for the CIA component

known as Special Intelligence. Other cIa

representatives believed the notation was a

reference to the Counterintelligence component

CI/SIG. In a CIA memorandum dated the CIA has adopted the
_ foiiowing position regarding debriefing Report No. 42.

{Quote Barbara's memo.)

The Committee has queshiene{ A-1's case officers
regarding additional information that A-1 may have
supplied about Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch/when
interviewed by the Committee,6 stated: that he did;not
have contact with the Warren Commission and:does
not know what informatibn derived from A-1's de-
briefings was supplied to the Warren Commission.
(asca staff Interview of Joseph Langosch, 8/21/78; Cite also
Interviews of Hildago & Piccolo) He also stated that‘ |

he does not recall that A-1 provided any other information
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on Oswald's contéct Qith the DGI except for that
set forth in the Memoranda of Méy 5, 7, and 8 as
discussed herein. (Ibid.)

In a further effort to clarify the substance
of information that A-1 provided to the CIA
regarding Oswald, the Committee has attempted to
locate A;l. The CIA'hés also attemptéd to locate
A-1, whose employment with the Agency was tgrminated
in 197 _, but has been unable to determine his
present whereabouts. The CIA's inability to locate
A-1 has been a source of concern to this Committee
particularly in light of his long éssociation with
the Agency.

Thus, gaps do exist regarding information A-1
may have supplied the CIA about‘Oswald. .HoweveryWith the
exception of the Calderon episode and on the
basis of the CIA's written record it appears th&_;t
the CIA provided the Warren Commission with all A-1
information of'investigative significance.

A separate question remains however. The
Agency, as noted earlier, did not reveal to the
Warren Comﬁision that A-1 was present in the

Washington, D.C. area and, under controlled



éonditions, accessible to the Commission. Giving
due consideration to the CIA's serious concern
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's
status was not disclosed prevented the Warren
Commission from exercising a possible option,
i.e. to take the(sworn testimony of A4L as it
éoncerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination.
On this issue, as the written record tends to
show, the Agency unilaterally rejected the possibility
of exercising this option.

In light of the establishmenf of A-1's

bona fides , his

R
proven reliability and his depth of knowledge of
Cuban intelligence activities, this option might

well have been considered by the Warren Commission.

The AMLASH Operation

During 1967, the CIA's Inspector General
issued a report which examined CIA supported
assassination plots. Included in this report

was discussion of the CIA-Mafia plots and an
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Agency project referredvto as fhe AMLASH

operation (CIA Inspector General Report 1967

| pp.,l—74, 78—112).‘ The AMLASH operation involved

a high level Cuban official (assigned the CIA

cryptonym AMLASH/1l) who, during 1962 while_meeting

with a CIA representative expressed the desire to

assassinate Fidel Castro (Ibid., p; 84). As a

result of AMLASH's.eﬁpressed objective and the

CIA's desire to find a viable political alternative

to the Castro regime, the Agency subsequently

provided AMLASH with both moral and material

support designed to depose Fidel Castro. (Ibid.,

pp. 80-94). The AMLASH operation was terminated

by the CIA in 1965 as the reéult of security leaks.

'(xbia: pp. 104-106) During 1965, AMLASH and his

conspirators were brought to trial in Cuba for plotting

against/ Castro. AMLASH was sentenced to death, but

at Castro's request the sentence was reduced to

twenty-five years imprisonment. (Ibid. pp. 107-110).
' In its exémination of the AMLASH operation

the 1967 IGR concluded that the CIA had offered both

direct and indirect support for AMLASH's plotting (Ibid. p. 80)
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The most Striking example of the CIA'Q direct

offer of‘suppoft to AMLASH reported by the

1967 IGR states "it is likely that aﬁ the very
‘moment President Kennedy was shot a CIA officer

was meeting with é Cuban agent in Paris and_giving
him an assassination device}for use against CASTRO."
(Ibid.)

| The 1967 IGR offered no firm evidence confirming
or refuting Castro's knowledge of the AMLASH operation
prior to the assassination of President Kennedy. The
1967 IGR did note that in 1965 when AMLASH was |

tried in Havan%,press reports of Cuban knowledge

of AMLASH's association with the CIA were dated from
November 1964, approximately one yéar after President
Kenhedy's assassination) (Ibid. p. 111)

The Church Committee in Book V of its Final
Report examined the AMLASH operation in great detail.
(ssc, Book V, pp. 2-7, 67-69) The Church Committee
concluded: |

The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the

Warren Commision work than the early CIA

assassination plots with the underworld.

Unilke those earlier plots, the AMLASH
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operation was in progress at the time

of the assassiﬁation; unlike the earlier
plots, the AMLASH operation could
.clearly bé traced to the CIA; and

unlike the earlier plots, the CIA had
endorsed AMLASH's proposal for a coup,
the first step to him being Castro's |
aésassination, despite Castro's threat
to.retaliéte for such plotting. No one
directly involved in either investigation
(i.e. the CIA and the FBI) was told of
the AMLASH operation. No one investi-
gated a connection between the AMLASH
ioperation and President Kennedy's
assassination. - Although Oswald had been
in contact with pro-Castro and anti-
Castro groups for many months before the
assassination, éﬂé CIA did not conduct

a thorough investigation of guestions

of Cuban government or Cuban exile

involvement in the assassination. (Ibid. p.

5)
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In 1977, the CIA issue& a second Inspector
General's Report concerning the subject of CIA

sponsored assassination plots. This Report, in

large part, was intended as a rebuttal of the
Church Committee's findings. The 1977 IGR states:
The Report (of the Chufch Committee)
assigns it (the AMLASH operation)

characteristics that it did not have

during the period preceding the assassina-
tion of JFK in order to su@po:t the SSC
view that it should have been reported

to the Warren Commission. (1977 IGR p. 2)

The 1977 IGR concluded that prior to the

assassination of President Kennedy, the AMLASH
operation was not an assassination rlot.
Nevertheless, the 1977 IGR did state:

It would have served to reinforce the
credibility of (the Warren Commission)
its efforts had it taken a broader view
of the matter (of normal avenue of
investigation). The CIA, too, could
have considered in specific terms
\ what most then saw in general terms--
the possibility of Soviet or Cuban
involvement in the assassination _
because of the tensions of the time.
It is not enough to be able to point
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Lo erroneous criticisms made today.

The Agency should have taken broader

initiatives then as well. That

CIA employees at the time felt--as

they obviously did--that the activities

about which they knew had no relevance

to the Warren Commission inquiry does

not take the place of a record of

conscious review. (Ibid. p. 1l1)

Richard Helms, as the highest level CIA
employee in contact with the Warren Commission on
a regular basis, testified to the Rockefeller
Commission that he did not believe the AMLASH
Operation was relevant to the investigation of
President Kennedy's death. (Rockefeller Commission,
Testimony of Richard Helms, 4/24/75 pp. 389-391,392)
In addition, Mr. Helms testified before this
Committee that the AMLASH operation was not designed
to be an assassination plot (Exec. Sess. Test. of
Richard Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 26-27).

A contrasting view to the testimony of Mr.

Helms was offered by jgéeph Langosch who in 1963

was the Chief of Counterintelligence for the CIA's Special—y,

Affair
Special Affairs Staff was the CIA component Staff

responsible for CIA operations directed against
the Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intelligence

Services (HSCA Class. Affidavit of Joseph Langosch,
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Sept. 14, 1978, p. 1) The Special Affairs.Staff
was headed by Desmond Fitzgerald and was responéible
for the AMLASH operation (SSC, Book V; pp- 3, 8, 79)

Langosch,as the Chief of Counterintelligence
for the Special Affairs Staff, was resang}ble for
éafeguarding SAS against penetration by:foreign
intelligence services, particularly the Cuban
Intelligence Services (HSCA Classified Affidavit
of Joseph Langosh, 9/14/78, pP. 3) It was
Langosch's recollection that:

that the AMLASH operation prior to

the assassination of President Kennedy

was characterized by the Special Affairs

staff, Desmond Fitzgerald and other

senior CIA officers as an assassination

operation initiated and sponsored by

the CIA (Ibid. p. 4)

Langosch further récollected that as of 1962
it was highly possible that the Cuban Intelligence
Services were aware of AMLASH and his éésoqiatioq
with the CIA and thatnghe information upon which.
he  based his cohclusion that the AMLASH
operation was insecure was available to senior
level CIA officials including Desmond Fitzgerald.
(Ibid., p. 4)

However, the issue before this Committee is

not simply whether the AMLASH operation was an
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assassination plot prior to President Kennedy's
death. The broader and more significant issue,'
as the 1977 IGR has identified it, is whether.
the AMLASH operation was of sufficient relevancy
to have beenkreported to the Warren Commission.

In the case of the AMLASH operation this
determination is a most difficult matteér to
resolve. Reasonable men may differ in their :
characterization of the Agency's operational
objectives.

Based upon the presently available evidence
it is thg Committee's position that 'such informa-
tibn, if made available to the Warren Commission,
might have stimﬁlated the Commission's investiga-
tive concern for possible Cuban involvement or
complicity in the assassination. As J. Lee Rankin
commented before this Committee:

-..When I read...the Church Committee's
report--it was an ideal situation for
them to just pick out any way they
wanted to tell the story and fit it

in with the facts that had to be met
and then either blame the rest of it
on somebody else or not tell any more
or polish it off. I don't think that
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could have happened back in 1964.

I think there would have been a

much better chance of getting to

the heart of it. It might have

only revealed that we are involved

in it and who approved it and all
that. But I think that would

have at least come out. (HSCA Class..
Depo. of J. Lee Rankin, 8/17/78, p.91)

The Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin
that had the AMLASH operation been disclosedrto'
the Warren Commission, the Commission might have
been able to foreclose the speculation and conjécture
that has sourrounded the AMLASH operation during
the past decade. As history now records, the AMLASH

operation remains a footnote to the turbulent

relations between Castro's Cuba and.the?United States.




